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REFERENCE :

Attached is an analysis of the Nonassistance Food Stamp Quality Control
findings from the July - December 1975 review period. This analysis has been
submitted to FNS as part of California's Semi-Annual Performance Report.
Twenty-nine counties, those with over 1,000 nonassistance cases, participated
in the Food Stamp Quality Control Program during that period. Based on
December 1975 datm, these counties represented 95 percent of the total non-
assistance caseload.

The aggregate case error rate for July - December 1975 was 41.3 percent; the
aggregate dollar error rate was 19.1 percent. In comparison to the previous
January - June 1975 review period, the aggregate case error rate decreased

7 percent and the aggregate dollar error rate decreased 1l.2 percent.

January-June July-December

1975 1975 Changes
(percent) {percent) in rates
CASES:
Ineligible households <eeee 11.6 10.3 wl.3%
Undercharges/over-
iSSUANCEE sscsovvsssonnea 22.2 2l.3 - .9
Overcharges/under-

iSSUANCES edscvccvnsascrss

Aggregate case error rate ....

GEN 654 (2/75)
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January-June July-Lecemter - )
1975 . 1975 " """ Changes “.
{percent) (percent) in rates
DOLLARS:
Ineligible households asesn 11-6 9-1 "2-5
Undercharges/over-
issua.nces ERENEERERREEE RN ?.3 ?.6 -+ .3
Overcharges/under-
issu&nces T EEEEENE RN NN NN ] 2-6 2-L" - .2
Aggregate dollar error rate .. 21.5 19.1 2.4

Comparable data for other states has not yet been released by FNS for the
July -~ December review period, so California's progress cannot be evaluated
against national trends at this time.

Errors in monthly income computation, deductions determination, and procedural
errors due to administrative complexities were major sources of case and dollar
errors. Significant progress was made by local agencies in reducing procedural
errors. However, errors due to monthly income computation increased appreciably
and currently comprise over one-half of all case and dollar errors. Analysis of
the causes of these errors .indicates that local agencies should emphasize in
training and other corrective actions: 1) the importance of informing recipients
of their reporting responsibilities, and 2} requirements for timely agency action
on reported changes in income.

These statewide error trends indicate broad problem areas which may differ in
scope and intensity at the local level. Food Stamp Program reviews are being
conducted by state staff in all counties this year and next in order to focus
problem identification and causal analysis on individual county food stamp
operations. Local agency corrective action plans are being developed by state
and local agency staff which specifically address individual county problem
areas identified by these reviews. A state corrective action plan has alsc
been developed which outlines those corrective actions more appropriately
initiated at the state or federal level. To achieve our goal of reducing
program error and loss in the administration of California's Food Stamp Program
requires a joint county, state and federal effort. Your continued cooperation
and hard work is recognized and appreciated.

Any questions or comments regarding the data analysis should be addressed to
Ms. Charlotte Doisy of the Food Stamp Systems Bureau, at (916) 445-9537.

Sincerely,

Deputy Director

Attachment

cc: CWDA
FNS, USDA
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I.

Introduction

Al

Aggregate Error Rates

The {C data were analyzed from two perspectives - case errors and

doliar errors.
follows:

Case Frror Rates

Inelligible Households
Undercharges
{verissues
Overcharges
llnderissues

Aggregate Case Error Rate

Dollar Error Rates

Ineligible Households
Undercharges and Overissues
Underissues and Overcharges

Agpregate Dollar Frror Rate

Case Error Rate: Negative

January~June
1975
%

11.6
21.4

.8
10.

*

L

Gh A7

January-June
1975
%

P~
o

21.5%

Actions

Invalid Decisions

January-June
1975

53.9%

July-December
1975
%

B
O o=y O
. e v e
SRR, e RRWE YR

41.3%

July-December
1975
pA

July-December
1975

11.0%

The aggregate case and dollar error rates are as

Change
In Rates
%

+ 1
—
Eaalile e S ™

- 3.1%

Change
In Rates

+ 5.1%

A general downward trend in case and dollar errors was again experienced
The aggrepate case error rate decreased 7 percent

this six-month period.

and the aggregate dollar error rate 11.2 percent,

The exception to this

downward trend is the error rate for invalid decisions which increased

86.4 percent.



R. Summary of QC Findings

Four hundred fifty cases (450) or 41.2 percent of the total sample
contained either eligibility or basis of issuance errors. Three
hundred forty-four (344) of the error cases, 31.6 percent of the
total sample, resulted in a potential program loss., 1/

DISTRIBUTION OF CASE ERRORS DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM L0OSS
IN SAMPLE IN SAMPLE

68.47

58.8%
NO ERROR 30.9%
BASIS OF

NO PROGRAM
LOSS

21.3%
v BASIS OF ISSU~

‘N ANCE L0OSS
AY

ISSUANCE

A
10. 3%,
. N
10.3% ELIGI- Y, 31.6%
BILITY

LOSS

PROGRAM

LOSS

The QC data from the July-December, 1975 review period for those
cases lavolving potential program loss revealed several major error
concentrations: income accounted for 58.7 percent of total case
errors and 53.5 percent of total bonus dollar loss; deductions
accounted for 18.6 percent of total case errors and 10.l percent of
total bonus loss; other total (includes procedural errors) accounted
for 8.7 percent of total case errors and 14.3 percent of total
bonus dollar loss; work registration accounted for 5.8 percent of
total case errors and 1§ percent of total bonus dollar less.

1/ 106 cases, 9.7 percent of the sample, contained basis of issuance errors--
{overcharges and underissuances) which result in potential recipient loss
rather than potential program loss.



In those cases involving a potenttal program Loss, agency error
comprised 54.1 percent of total case errors and 53.9 percent of
total bonus dollars lost. Reciplent error was responsihle for 45.9
percent of all case errors and 46.]1 percent of total bonus dollars
lost. When major error concentrations Lovolving program loss are
examined, agency error comprised 44.6 percent of all total case
errors in monthly income and 38 perceant of total bonus dollars lost.
Recipient error accounted for 55.4 percent of the total case errors
and 62 percent of total bonus dollars lost. In the area of deductions
agency error accounted for 60.9 percent of total case errors and
66.1 percent of total bonus dollars lost. Reciplient error comprised
39.1 percent of total case errors and 33.9 percent of total bonus
dollars lost. 1In the area of work registration, 85 percent of case
errors and 85.6 percent of total bonus dollars lost were due to
agency errors. Recipient error accounted for 15 percent of case
errors and l4.4 percent of bonus dollars lost. "Other total" errors
were exclusively agency caused. Agency errors include such items

as incorrect application of policy, computation errors, and failure
to take indicated action. Recipient error involves provision of
incorrect or incomplete information and failure to report changes

in circumstances.

How do these major error concentrations compare with those of the
previous six-month period? The following chart compares the two
periods:

January-June July-December
Error Concentration 1975 1975 Change

Case Errors

Monthly Income 40.5% 58.7% +18.2%
Deducticns 21.0% 18.6% - 2.4%
Work Registration 11.0% 5.8% - 5.2%
"0ther Total" 11.0% 8.7% - 2.3%

Deollar Errors

Monthly Income 42,2% 53.5% +11.3%
Deductions B.5% 10.1% + 1.6%
Work Reglstration 19.7% 10.0% - 9,7%
"Other Total" 20.2% 14.3% - 5.9%

While detalled analysis of the various error concentrations is con-
tained in the data analysis section of this report, it is evident

that the most dramatic changes occurred in the areas of monthly

income and work registration. Case errors in monthly income increased
44,9 percent and dollar errors 26.8 percent. Case errors in work
registration decreased 47.3 percent and dollar errors 49.2 percent.




From the above listing of the case and dollar error rates of the
major error concentrations, it would appear that agencies are making
great improvements in reducing the occurrence cof the predominantely
agency caused procedural and work registration errors. Such an
improvement did not occur in the other two major error concentrations
As noted above, both the monthly income case and dollar error rates
increased by substantial amounts., This increase in monthly income
errors appears to be due to the increase In agency caused errors,

The growth of agency caused errors in monthly income determinaticn
can be seen in the following chart:

January-June July-December

1975 1975 Change
% of Monthly Income
Case Error Rate:
Agency 39.6% bh,67 + 5,0%
Recipient 60.4% 35.4% - 5.0%
100.0% 100.0% '
% of Monthly Income
Dollar Error Rate:
Agency 32.6% 38.0% + 5.4%
Recipient 64,47 62.0% - 2.4%
100.0% 100.0%

Thus, even though the majority of monthly income errors are recipient
caused, the propertien of those errors which are agency caused is
increasing, while those that are recipilent caused is decreasing.

Little improvement occurred Iin deductions, with the case error rate
decreasing slightly and the dollar error rate increasing slightly.
Again, this increase in the dollar error rate appears to be due

to an increase in the portion of agency caused errors. The

portion of the deductions dollar loss due to agency error increased
from 60.5 percent to 66.1 percent, The recipient caused portion

of these losses decreased accordingly, from 39.5 percent to 33.9
percent.

Statistical Summary

The following charts summarize case and dollar errors by type of
error and by major cause of error, for ineligibility, undercharge
and overissuance errors.

Most of the ineligibility agency errors were procedural in nature
i.e., due to work registration or procedural errors. Computation
errors continue to be a minor contributor to agency ineligibility
errors. Reciplient ineligibility errors occurred most frequently

in monthly income and resources.



Tn examining basis of Issuance errors, recipients made more errors

in monthly Income, while agencies made more errors in deductions
determination. This same trend was noted during the last six-month
period. As noted previously, while recipients still cause a majority
of the errors in monthly income, the portion of monthly incoume

errors that are agency caused is increasing.

Overall, most of the agency errors were due to the agency failure

to correctly apply policy and to take indicated action. Recipient
errors were fairly evenly split between recipient failure to provide
correct or complete information and to report changes in circumstances,

A more detalled analysis is contained in the Data Analysis section
of this report.
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D, Case Completion Rates

0f the 1,560 active cases in the sample, 1,091 cases were completed.
The disposition of active cases in the sample breaks out as follows:

1,560 Active Cases in sample

- 108 Cases not subject to review
1,452 Reviewable cases

- 2581/ Reviews not completeé/
1,194 Potential completions

- 10}%/ Unprocessed reviews 2/
1,091 Active cases completed

California completed 90.9 percent of the required 1,200 case sample.
However, it should be noted that only 75.1 percent of the cases subject
to review were completed,

Except for the unprocessed reviews, the problems California has
experienced in completing 1,200 cases can be attributed to county
problems in correctly pulling the sample, including proper determin-
ation of the FSQC universe. The 103 unprocessed cases were caused
by the fallure of some FSQC counties to complete the review cycle.
Relatively few countles were noncompliant in this area, with 82.5
percent of the unprocessed cases attributable to two counties. To
assure accurate sampling and timely completion of case reviews

in the future, the state agency has assumed responsibility for the
conduction of FSQC reviews as of January 1, 1976.

These are revliews not completed because reviewers were unable to locate
household (90), recipient was unwilling to provide information (140) and
Yother" (28) reasons.

These are cases which counties did not clear for statistical processing,
including reviews not completed within the time limit for inclusion in
the six-month report.



1T, DATA ANALYSIS

The following
where federal

A

C.

Is an analysls of the error rate data for error categories
tolerance limits were exceeded. These were:

Tneligible Households

Basls of Issuance

1) Undercharges/Overissues
2)  Overcharges/Underissues

Negative Actions

All error categories were analyzed from two perspectives~-case and

dollar errors.

A, firrors Resulting in a Potential Program Loss
L, Ineligible Households
a. Summary

In comparing the figureg from July through December 1975

to those of the January through June 1975 Food Stamp
Quality Control (QC) review period, the case error rate
decreased 11.2 percent (from 11l.6 percent to 10.3 percent)
and the dollar error rate decreased 21.6 percent (from

11.6 percent to 9.1 percent}. In examining individual
program categories, the decrease in monthly income compu-
tation errors experienced during January through June

1975 was reversed in the July through December period.

Case errors in monthly income computation increased 71,1
percent-—-from 25.6 percent to 43.8 percent. The percentage
of bonus dollars lost increased 74.4 percent——from 22.7
percent to 39.6 percent. This increase can be attributed
to an increase in errors by both agencies and recipients,
since the proportion of the errors caused by both isg

not significantly different from the last six-month period.
Errors in work registration were substantially reduced.
Case errors decreased 44.1 percent--~from 32.0 percent to
17.9 percent--and the percentage of bonus dollars lost
decreased 42.8 percent--from 32.0 percent to 18,3 percent.
The "other total figure, comprised primarily of procedural
errors caused by administrative complexities, also decreased.
Case errors decreased 32.1 percent--from 27.7 percent to
18.8 percent-—and bonus dollars lost decreased 27.9 percent--
from 32.6 percent to 23.5 percent. It is apparent that
agencies are making good progress in reducing ineligibility
errors in work registration and "other total' (procedural
errors).

10



Agency error comprised 536 percent of the bonus dollars

lost and 53.6 percent of the error cases. Recipient errors
accounted for 44 percent of the bonus dollars lost and

46.4 percent of. the error cases, The most freguent type

of agency error was failure to apply correct policy. Recipi-
ent errors were falrly evenly divided between failure

to provide correct and complete information and to report
changes in circumstances. While most of the agency errors
were in work registration, monthly income and other total,
approximately two-thirds of the recipient errors occurred
in monthly income.

11



INELIGIRILITY
AGENCY /RECIPIFNT
CASE ERROR RATE

53.6% 46.4%

AGENCY RECIPIENT

ERROR ERROR

INELIGIBILITY
CASE ERROR RATE

"OTHER TOTAL"
18. 8%
WORK
 REGISTRATION
17.9%
MONTHLY
INCOME RESOURCES
43.8% 9.8%
MISC.
ERRORS
9,8%

INELICGIBILITY
AGENCY/RECIPIENT
DOLLAR ERROR RATE

443

RECTPIENT
ERROR

INELIGIRILITY
DOLLAR FRROR RATH

"OTHER TOTAL"

23.5%

WORK

MONTHLY

REGISTRATION

INCOME
39.6%



Major Error Categories

Monthly income accounted for 43.8 percent of the ineligibility
case error rate and 39.6 percent of bonus dollars lost due

to errors In eligibility determination. Approximately 70
percent of both case and dollar errors were due to recipient
failure to provide correct and complete information and to
report changes in circumstances. Within the monthly income
component, errors in earnings and pensions were the most
frequent, comprising approximately 90 percent of all ervors
in monthly income determination. Specifically earnings
contributed 66.1 percent of the monthly income doliar

error rate and 59.2 percent of the case error rate. Pensions
comprised 23.7 percent of the monthly income dellar error
rate and 26.5 percent of the case errov rate.

Other total comprised 23.5 percent of the ineligibility

dollar error rate and 18.8 percent of the case error rate.
Misclassification errors accounted for approximately a

quarter of both the "other total” case and dollar error
rates. Relevant analysis of the rest of these procadural
errors is not possible since approximately two-thirds

of the errors were attributed to "other" causes. Errors
in arithmatic computation was insignificant at Z percent.
All errors were agency caused.

Work repistration comprised 18.3 percent of the ineligibility

dollar error rate and 17.9 percent of the ineligibility
case error rate. Approximately 70 percent of the dollar
loss was due to agency failure to correctly apply policy.

Resources accounted for 11.3 percent of the ineligibility

dollar error rate and 9.8 percent of the ineligibility
case error rate. Over half of the errors were due to

recipient fallure to provide correct information, The
errors occurred in both liquid and nonliquid resources.

"Hard" Ineligibility Dollar and Case Frrors

Of the total ineligibility dellar loss, 4l.4 percent can

be attributed to "soft" dollar errors caused by administrative
complexities, i.e. work registratlon and precedural errors.
Procedural errors include such erTOrs as: processing an
unsigned application; failure to provide advance notice

of any action tc terminate program benefits; migclassifi-
cation; fallure to change certification at end of advance
notice period; failure to terminate participation after
expiration of a prior certification period, etc. When

these "soft" dollar errors are deducted from the ineligibil-
ity dollar loss, the dollar error rate decreases from

9.1 percent to 5.3 percent. The "hard" ineligibility

dollar error rate for January - June 1975 was 4.4 percent.
This slight increase in dollar loss due to basic eligibility
criteria can be primarily attributed to the increase in
monthly income computation errors.

13



"HARD" INFLICIRILITY DOLLAR FERRORS

MONTHLY INCOME RORS .97

68.47

HOUSEHOLD
: SIZE

RESOURCES
19.4%

0f the "hard" dollar losses, 70.2 percent were due to recipient
error and 29.8 percent to agenty error. Hard dollar losses
can be broken down as follows:

Monthly Income 68,47
Resources 16. 4%
Household Size 7.8%
Deductions . 3.5%
Computation Error S7

100.0%

Recipient failure to provide correct or complete information
and to report changes in circumstances regarding monthly
income accounted for 48 percent of the total hard dollar
loss, making that component by far the most predominant
source of error.

i4



"HARD' INELIGIBILITY CASE ERROR RATE

\\l.:
MONTHLY INCOME \\\
70%
HOUSEHOLD
SIZE 10%

RESOURCES
15.7%

tthen the "soft" case errors are deducted, the ineligibility
case error rate is reduced to 6.3 percent, The "hard"
ineligibility case error rate was 4.9 percent for the
January through June 1975 review period. This slight
increase is once again a result of increased errors in
monthly income computation. As can be seen from the

above graph, the error concentrations correspond closely

to those of the hard dollar errors.

2. Rasis of Issuance - QOverissuances and Undercharges
a. Summary

Basis of issuance errors involving overissuances and
undercharges remained relatively unchanged for the third
straight FSQC review period. The case error rate decreased
slightly —— from 22.2 percent during January through June
1975 to 21.3 percent for the July through December 1975
review period. The dollar rate increased slightly ——

from 7.3 percent to 7.6 percent. Once again errors were
fairly equally spread between agency and reciplent errors,
Agency error accounted for 51.4 percent of the dollar

error rate and 54.3 percent of the case error rate, Recipi-
ent error comprised 48.6 percent of the dollar error rate
and 45.7 percent of the case error rate. The most freguent
causes of error were agency failure to take indicated

action and recipient failure to provide correct or complete
information and to report changes in circumstances. Monthly



income and deductions once again accounted for a majority
of the errors—-approximately %0 percent of hoth the case
and dollar error rates, Although the portion of errors
due to monthly income did not change significantly, the
percentage of those errors attributable to agency causes
did increase from the January through June 1975 review
period. The amount of dollar loss due to agency errors
increased from 33.4 percent to 43.4 percent. The agency
portion of the case error rate lncreased from 40.7 percent
to 48.4 percent. It would appear that the overall increase
in the amount of monthly income errors can be primarily
attributed to an increase of agency and not recipient
caused errors in this category.

16



AGENCY /RECTPTENT
OVERTSSUANCE/HNDERCHARCES
CASFE FRROR RATFH

AGENCY
ERROR

54.3%

RECIPIENT
ERROR
45.7%

OVERISSUANCE /UNDERCHARGES
CASE ERROR RATE

MONTHLY INCOME

65.9%

DEDUCTIONS
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ACENCY /RECTIPTENT
OVERTSSUANCE/ONDERCUARGES
NOLLAR ERROR RATE

AGENCY

ERROR
51.4%

RECTIPIENT

ERROR
48.6%

OVERISSHANCFE /UNDERCHARGES
NOLLAR ERROR RATE

70%

MONTHLY INCOME

DEDUCTIONS
19.7%

e
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Maior Error Catepories

Monthlv income errors accounted for 70 percent of the
doilar error rate and 653.9 percent of the case error rate.
Within the monthly income category earnings was the major
source of error, contributing 55 percent of the monthiy
income dollar loss and 48.4 percent of the case errors.
Over 60 percent of all errors in earnings was recipient
caused. Pensions accounted for 19.5 percent of the monthly
income doliar loss and 22.2 percent of the case errors,
Analysis is precluded on the rest of the errors since

18.9 percent of the dollar loss and 22.9 percent of the
case errors were attributed to "other" causes.

Deductions were the other major error source involving

overissuances and undercharges, accounting for 19.7 percent
of the dollar loss and 26.3 percent of case errors. Over
60 percent of the errors were agency caused, primarily

in the area of incerrectly applied policy. Shelter costs
were the source of 54.2 percent of the deduction dollar
loss and 50.8 percent of the case errors. About two-thirds
of the errors involving shelter costs were agency caused.

B. Errors Resulting in Potential Recipient Loss

i. Basis of Issuance -~ linderissuances and Overcharges

a.

Summary

Underissuances and overcharges had a case error rate

of 9.7 percent and a dollar error rate of 2.4 percent.
Both figures represent slight decreases from the previous
January through June 1975 review period, which had

a case error rate of 10.% percent and a dollar error

rate of 2.6 percent. As is the case with other basis

of issuance errors -~ overissuances and undercharges —-
the majority of errors occurred in the monthly income

and deductions categories, This same trend was noted
during the January through June 1975 review cycle.

Dollar loss was fairly equally divided between agency

and recipient error, while slightly less than two-thirds
of the case errors were agency caused. Even though
underissuances and overcharges do not result in a program
loss, they are basis of issuance errors., As such, correc-
tive actions directed at curbing program loss should also
correct errors in overcharges and underissuances,
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AGENCY /RECTIPTENT
OVERTSSUANCE/UNDERCHARGES
CASE ERROR RATE

AGENCY

ERROR
RECIPIENT

63.2%

ERROR
36.8%

OVERISSUANCE/UIINNDERCHARGES
CASE FRROR RATE

DEDUCTIONS

MONTHLY h5.3%

INCOME
44, 3%

MisC.

ERRORS
10. b
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ERROR
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OVERISSUAMCE/UNDERCHARGES
DOLLAR ERROR RATE

MONTHLY
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54.6%

DEDUCT10ONS
30.3%

MISC,
ERRORS
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Major Error Categories

Frrors in monthly income determination comprised 54.6
percent of the dollar loss and 44.3 percent of the

case errors, Although the case errors were equally
divided between agency and recipient causes, two-thirds

of the dollar loss was attributed to recipient errors,
primarily due to failure to report changes in circumstance.
Earnings accounted for 62.4 percent of the monthly income
dollar loss and 55.3 percent of the case errors.

NDeductions accounted for 30.3 percent of the dollar

loss and 45.3 percent of the case errors. Approximately
70 percent of the errors were agency caused, primarily
due to agency failure to take indicated action and
"oather" causes. Shelter costs comprised 37.9 percent

of the deductions dollar loss and 43.8 percent of the
case error rate. Seventy-five percent of the dollar loss
due to shelter costs was due to agency error. Medical
expenses were the other major source of deduction errors,
comprising 35.3 percent of the dollar loss and 27.1
percent of the case error rate.

Negative Actions

When compared to the last six-month period, the error rate

for negative actions increased from 5.9 percent to 11.0 percent,
The percentage of errors attributable to "other total™ causes
increased from 70 percent to 85.2 percent, UOne-third of these
errors cannct be analyzed further since they were attributed

to "other" causes., ALl errors were agency caused,

NECATIVE ACTIONS
CASE ERROR RATE

"OTHER TOTAL"

85.27%

MONTHLY
INCOME
8.6%
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0f the "other total' errors, 40.7 percent were due to agency
failure to provide advance notice of any action to terminate
program benefits, Only 5.8 percent of "other total" errors

were due errors in arithmatic computation, the rest of the
errors being procedural in nature.
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